AD-A169  299 

OPERATION  AND  MAINTENANCE  BIENNIAL 
TIN£?<U)  AIR  CONHAND  AND  STAFF  COLL 
P  E  TORANGO  APR  OS  ACSC-86-2333 

BUDGETING:  IS  IT 
HAXHELL  AFB  AL 

UNCLASSIFIED 

F/G  5/1 

NL 

m 


«£L£CTE 

JUL  1  0  G8Q 


w 


Mill 

AIR  COMMAND 

AND 

STAFF  COLLEGE 


- STUDENT  REPORT - 

OPERATION  AND  MAINTENANCE  BIENNIAL 
BUDGETING:  IS  IT  TIME? 


MAJOR  PHILIP  E.  TORANGO  86-2555 

- “insights  into  tomorrow ’* - 


STATcSfirrr  a' 

- Unliautod 


DISCLAIMER 


The  views  and  conclusions  expressed  in  this 
document  are  those  of  the  author.  They  are 
not  intended  and  should  not  be  thought  to 
represent  official  ideas,  attitudes,  or 
policies  of  any  agency  of  the  United  States 
Government.  The  author  has  not  had  special 
access  to  official  information  or  ideas  and 
has  employed  only  open-source  material 
available  to  any  writer  on  “his  subject. 

This  document  is  the  property  of  the  United 
States  Government.  It  is  available  for 
distribution  to  the  general  public.  A  loan 
copy  of  the  document  may  be  obtained  from  the 
Air  University  Inter  library  Loan  Service 
(AUL/LDEX,  Maxwell  AFE,  Alabama,  36112)  or  the 
Defense  Technical  Information  Center.  Request 
must  include  the  author’s  name  and  complete 
title  of  the  study. 

This  document  may  be  reproduced  for  use  in 
other  research  reports  or  educational  pursuits 
contingent  upon  the  following  stipulations: 

-  -  Reproduction  rights  do  n_o.  t_  extend  to 
any  copyrighted  material  that  may  be  contained 
in  the  research  report. 

--  All  reproduced  cod:  must  contain  the 

following  credit  line:  "Reprinted  by 
permission  of  the  Air  Conn'd  and  Staff 

College . " 


--  All  reproduced  copies  must  contain  the 
name(s)  of  the  report  ..  autnor(s). 

—  If  format  moot:  i  r.n  is  necessary  to 

better  serve  the  us  e  r  ’  s  n  r  -ds,  a  a  ;  u  s  t  a  t  3  m  a  y 
be  made  to  this  report--  r  h  t  s  a  uth  :>  r  i  ?.  a  c  i  o  n 
does  not  extend  to  ■.>  a  y  r  1  g  e  d  ..  n  format  ion  or 
material.  The  following  statement  must 
accompany  the  modified  document :  ’'A d a  p t  e  i 

from  Air  Command  and  Staff  Rescar  an  Report 

(number  )  _  e  n  t  1 1 1  od  _ t.  i  1. 1 * _  b  < 

(author  )  _  . 


- -  This  notice  must  do  included  wich  any 
reproduced  or  adapted  parti  .-ns  of  this 

document  . 


REPORT  NUMBER 


86-2555 


UNCLASSIFIED _ 

SECURITY  Cl.  ASSI  F  'C  A  T  ION  OF  THIS  PAGE 


1»  REPORT  StCuH'TY  C  i.ASSl  F  I  CAT  ION 

UNCLASSIFIED 

?•  SKUPO  CLASSIFICATION  AUTHORITY 


Ijb  of  I  l  ASSIFU  A  T  I  ON  DOWNGRADING  SCHEDULE 


I  4  PfHM'RMlNC,  ORGANI  NATION  REPORT  NUMB6  R  (S) 


IMiaBU»»»Sa0Liam;  tTfTKtimZrXWrA 


REPORT  DOCUMENT ATI  ON  PAGE 


!t>  Hf,S7h-(iTivt  MARK.  INt.S 


3  D’GTHIDUT  ION/AVAI  LABILITY  OF  REPORT 

STATEMENT  "A" 

Approved  for  public  relea*»{ 
Distribution  is  unlimited. 

0  monitoring  organisation  report  numoe  R(S) 


2i-j.sss 


lb*  NAMF  OF  PERFORMING  QRfiANlZATlON 


ACSC/EDCC 


5b  OFFICE  SYMBOL  <n  N  AM  OF  MOM  T  OH  I  NO  OHG  AMI  Z  A  T  ION 
tlf  applicable  I 


■  6v  AOORESS  Slat *  and  ///'  Code! 


|  7b  AOOPrSf  :Ctty  State  o.“ d  ///’  I'ottei 


Maxwell  AFB  AL  36112-5542 


I8«  name  of  FUNDING/SPONSORING 
ORGANIZATION 


I  8*.  ADORE  SS  n'lfv  State  anti  /.IV  C«*dW 


8b  OFFICE  SYM8CL  S  PROCUREMENT  INSTRUMENT  l  O  f  N  T  l  F  1C  A  T  ION  NUMBER 
(//  applicable l 


I  TO  SOURCE.  OF  F  UNQiNG  NOS__ 
PROGRAM  \  PROJECT 

Clement  no  no 


WORK  UNIT 
NO 


11  T  *tt  ilnctade  'u'cn'ity  i  'lautficotion  > 

OPERATION  AND  MAINTENANCE  BIENNIAL 

I?  PERSONAL  AUTHORISI 

Torango,  Philip  E.,  Major,  USAF 


134  TV  PE  OF  RE  FOR  T 


»«  suppi  »  mintahv  notation 


13b  TIME  COVERED 


14  OATf.  Of  UfF'OftT  S  r  to i>  1h»s> 

I  1986  Anri  1 


IS  PAGE  COUNT 


r tom  11:  BUDGETING:  IS  IT  TIME? 


I'SAII  CO  Of  $ 
Ol’P  1  I 


18  SUM JF  CT  TE  RMS  1 i  ..M ti'iu 


19  AB'pH/n  T  1'  inliinj,-  ,.n  » *•  t  »‘rJr  if  nv  i  rki  ry  and  identify  by  bloc**  niitnhe- 

Congressiotia  1  inability  to  mee  t  it;;  schcdu  I  <>  . .  : 
adversely  impact.;;  Operation  and  Maintenance  ; 
opt  lmum  financial  decisions  which  often  resu I  1 
proposed  an  the  solution  to  this  problem.  Tht 
protx>sals,  identifies  biennial  budgeting  pro-;  an 
!  men*  .  *f  befenr,*’-  planning,  Programming,  and  H  id: 
'■urt»-nr  liient:  la  I  budgeting  propose  1  u  are  an..ly 
c-  1  u  le;.  t  hat  implementation  of  biennia!  t  • 


lYcutiitv  and  identify  f>>  block  number) 


■d  ■;  .1  budget  submissions 
uni  by  i  .ni-aing  less  than 
it.eti.iial  budgeting  is 
i;ri  .-!,i  biennial  budgeting 
;  '  .lupuctu  on  the  nepar  t  - 

:  .-  -m  an  0\M  perspective. 
:  :  o  a  '  ivetiens  .  The  st  udy 

. ,  i  . ,  v i . .  ■  i  -  the  pr  ob 1  cm . 


;(]  1  ‘  ■  ■  'll  IH  1  i  ,N  A  V  A  Ufl'L  I  i  >  of  a  fist  n  AC  r 


".  ■■  '• 1  *  I  .  '  Nl  Alilf  ii  ,AMF  .V,  ill'l  ^  P’lt.  IIMHS 


On  '•  >VI  I  III  I.MUI  |  INOIVlUIJAl 


M  i  vw  1  1  AFH  A I  <•.  I  1  -I . 


00  FORM  1473,  83  APR 


,J._„ 


EDITION  OF  1  JAN  7  1  .  f  SO 


'f  1  HI  ’»  >  Mil'll 


i  :\’f  t.A'f’tpt  i-’n 


PREFACE 


The  days  of  annual  Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  funding 
increases  appear  numbered.  As  a  consequence,  it  is  essential 
that  in  an  annual  appropriation  such  as  Operation  and 
Maintenance  (O&M),  financial  managers  must  have  time  to 
develop  and  execute  an  effective  financial  game  plan  to  get 
the  most  from  the  funding  provided.  Recent  congressional 
budget  reviews  have  often  not  been  completed  until  December 


or  three  months  into  actual  execution.  Biennial  budgeting 
has  been  proposed  as  a  way  to  solve  this  problem.  This  paper 
reviews  biennial  budgeting  from  an  O&M  perspective;  its 
history,  current  congressional  proposals — pros  and  cons,  and 
impacts  on  the  DOD  Planning,  Programming,  and  Budgeting 
System  ( PPBS ) . 

The  author  wishes  to  express  his  appreciation  to  some  of  the 
many  people  who  assisted  in  this  project.  Thanks  are 
extended  to  Mr  Jacob  Baker,  HQ  USAF,  who  sponsored  this 
project.  The  author  is  also  indebted  to  Colonel  James 
Wallace,  Mr  Dennis  Bryson,  and  Mr  John  Lang,  all  of  the  Air 
Force  Directorate  of  Budget,  for  the  information  and  advice 
they  provided.  Final Ly,  the  author  thanks  Major  Mack  Foster 
of  the  ACSC  staff  for  his  advice  and  constructive  feedback. 
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EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 

Part  of  our  College  mission  is  distribution  of  the 
students’  problem  solving  products  to  DoD 
sponsors  and  other  interested  agencies  to 
enhance  insight  into  contemporary,  defense 
related  issues.  While  the  College  has  accepted  this 
product  as  meeting  academic  requirements  for 
graduation,  the  views  and  opinions  expressed  or 
implied  are  solely  those  of  the  author  and  should 
not  be  construed  as  carrying  official  sanction. 


‘ insights  into  tomorrow" 


REPORT  NUMBER 
AUTHOR(S) 

TITLE 


86-2555 

MAJOR  PHILIP  E.  TORANGO,  USAF 

OPERATION  AND  MAINTENANCE  BIENNIAL 
BUDGETING:  IS  IT  TIME? 


I.  Problem:  The  problem  to  be  examined  is  whether  or  not  use  of 
biennial  budgeting  can  improve  Operation  and  Maintenance  (O&M) 
budget  execution.  The  thesis  is  that  something  must  be  done  to 
enable  Congress  to  perform  its  budgetary  role  in  a  timely  manner 
thereby  decreasing  execution  uncerta inty .  Failure  to  resolve  this 
problem  will  cause  less  than  optimum  financial  decisions  and 
higher  costs. 

1  I  .  objectives:  The  objective  of  this  paper  is  to  provide  a 
brief  history  of  biennial  budgeting;  a  synopsis  of  biennial 
budgeting  alternatives;  biennial  budgeting  pros  and  cons;  and 
impacts  on  the  DOD  Planning,  Programming,  and  Budgeting  System 
(PI’LSS)  from  an  O&M  perspective.  Recommendations  are  also 
pres  uited . 

I  L  1  .  Data :  Biennial  budgeting  to  date  has  been  a  state 
phenomenon  and  is  currently  used  by  21  states.  The  General 
Accounting  Office  (GAO)  studied  state  biennial  budgeting  as  it  is 
currently  practiced  in  Florida,  Ohio,  and  Wisconsin.  The  GAO 
found  that  biennial  budgeting  can  work  in  a  timely  and  effective 
manner.  Four  biennial  budgeting  bills  were  introduced  during  the 
98th  C'onyress.  The  primary  motive  for  each  bill  was  to  establish 
a  budgetary  process  that  provides  increased  time  for  congressional 
oversight  and  budget  action.  Two  significant  biennial  budgeting 
actions  occurred  during  the  99th  Congress:  the  FY  1986  Defense 
Authorisation  Act  directed  the  fiscal  year  1988  DOD  budget 


_ CONTINUED _ 

submission  cover  the  1988/89  biennium;  and  the  Senate  Armed 
Services  Committee  staff  report.  Defense  Organization;  The  Need 
for  Change,  was  issued  which  supported  implementation  of  biennial 
budgeting.  Biennial  budgeting  advantages  (pros)  emphasize  the 
time  gained  by  both  Congress  and  O&M  financial  managers,  knowledge 
of  funding  levels  before  the  start  of  the  fiscal  year,  and  reduced 
operating  costs  derived  because  of  the  longer  contracting  period. 
Principal  biennial  budgeting  disadvantages  include;  reduced 
reliability  of  budget  estimates,  reduced  ability  to  react  to 
political  and/or  economic  conditions,  and  a  probable  increase  in 
the  use  of  supplemental  appropriations  and  reprogramming  requests. 
Implementation  of  biennial  budgeting  can  be  easily  accommodated 
within  the  PPBS.  Budget  formulation  changes  focus  on  modifying 
congressional  justification  materials  to  add  an  additional  fiscal 
year  and  the  impact  on  inflation  rate  calculations.  Biennial 
budgeting  execution  changes  center  on  changing  the  accounting 
period  from  12  to  24  months. 

IV.  Findings :  The  benefits  of  biennial  budgeting  outweigh  the 
disadvantages  from  both  a  congressional  and  an  o&M  perspective. 
The  Congress  loses  some  short-term  flexibility  but  gains  time  to 
work  both  budget  and  non-budget  issues.  The  O&M  appropriation  may 
experience  reduced  reliability  of  budget  estimates  but  gains  more 
timely  and  stable  funding,  thereby  improving  overall  budget 
execution.  Implementation  of  Senator  Roth's  biennial  budgeting 
proposal  would  maximize  biennial  budgeting  advantages. 

V.  Conclusions ;  Implementation  of  biennial  budgeting  will 
improve  O&M  budget  execution  by  enabling  the  Congress  to  perform 
its  budgetary  role  in  a  timely  manner.  The  Armed  Services 
Committees  have  recognized  this  potential  and  have  taken  an 
initial  step  by  requiring  DOD  to  submit  a  biennial  budget  for 
fiscal  years  1988  and  1989  (authorization  only).  However,  until 
Congress  also  adopts  biennial  appropriations,  all  the  benefits 
offered  by  biennial  budgeting  will  not  be  obtained. 

VI.  Re  comm end at  ions ;  The  Deputy  Director  of  Budget  for 
Operations  ( AF/ ACBO )  must  ensure  that  the  Directorate  of  Budget 
representative  to  any  DOD  Comptroller/ tri-service  meetings  to 
establish  ground  rules  and  procedures  for  preparing  the  ’fiscal 
year  1988  and  1989  biennial  budget  is  knowledgeable  of  tire  O&M 
position.  In  the  longer  term,  AF  /  ACBO  should  support, 
implementation  of  Senator  Roth's  biennial  budget  proposal  as  if. 
best  maximizes  biennial  budgeting  advantages. 

vi  i  i 


Chapter  One 


INTRODUCTION 


Background  of  the  Problem 

The  Operation  and  Maintenance  (O&M)  appropriation  is  a 
one-year  appropriation  that  funds  the  day-to-day  operating 
costs  of  the  Air  Force.  These  costs  include:  pay  of 
civilian  personnel,  temporary  duty  travel,  rents  and 
utilities,  contract  services,  maintenance  of  equipment  and 
real  property,  purchases  of  supplies  and  equipment,  etc. 
(8:31).  The  FY  1986  President's  Budget  submission  included 
$20.9  billion  for  the  active  O&M  appropriation  (6:Table  C-6). 
These  funds  are  widely  distributed  going  initially  to  35 
commands  and  separate  operating  agencies.  They  are  in  turn 
reissued  to  1,200  operating  budget  accounts  and  45,000 
responsibility  center/cost  centers  (11:6).  As  can  be  seen  by 
the  broad  scope  and  size  of  the  O&M  appropriation,  it  is 
diverse  and  complex. 

Limiting  O&M  execution  is  the  fact  that  the  O&M 
appropriation  can  only  incur  new  obligations  for  the  fiscal 
year  for  which  it  is  authorized  and  appropriated.  It  is 
essential  that  financial  managers  know  their  annual  funding 
as  early  as  {possible,  preferably  before  the  start  of  the 
fiscal  year,  so  that  they  can  develop  an  orderly  execution 
plan.  however.  Congress  an  recent  years  has  been  unable  to 
meet  its  own  schedule  for  reviewing  federal  budget 
submissions  established  in  the  Congressional  Budget 
Impoundment.  Control  Act  of  J  974  (see  Tables  !  and  2).  As  a 
<  •  msequence ,  the  Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  tins  recently  had 
t  i  finance  its  operations  at  the  beginning  of  each  fiscal 
year  under  a  continuing  resolution  authority  (CRA)  or  stopgap 
t  i  n  ine  ing  . 


Use  of  OKAS  delays  giving  comma ads  and  the  i  r  financial 
1 1  mage  rs  the  L  r  real  or  definit  i  ve  annual  funding  pro j  rams 
until  after  Congress  en  icts  'no  b-  ■  1  i  ton  fopr  i  a  non  act.  Table 
3  shows  ‘now  slow  Conor  ■*  s  s  has  been  In  enacting  DOD 
ippi  oprint  ton  acts  ;  general  !y  ♦  i  rig  ant  >  1  tk.-ee.  iber ,  or  three 
months  into  the  fiscal  year.  ;’r  >e  ess  ing  time  is  required  at 
but  h  the  Air  Staff  and  the  %  to  -ilstribute  funding,  s<  > 

tc  is  usually  February  or  for:-  i.,is  ■  financial  managers  have 
their  real  annual  lundinu. 


These  lengthy  delays  adversely  affect  O&M  execution. 
First,  commanders  and  their  financial  managers  are  forced  to 
absorb  full  annual  reductions  in  only  two-thirds  of  the 
fiscal  year  or  less.  This  means  that  tne  commander  has  to 
take  reductions  in  areas  that  fie  might  not  if  he  were  taking 
them  on  1  October.  Secondly,  many  financial  decisions  are 
deferred  until  the  real  annual  program  is  received.  This 
often  results  in  increased  prices  (12:--).  Very  simply, 
congressional  budgetary  delays  create  uncertainty  at  all 
levels  of  financial  management  which  in  turn  causes  decreased 
execution  flexibility. 

Statement  of  the  Problem 

The  problem  to  be  examined  is  whether  or  not  Uoo  of 
biennial  budgeting  can  improve  O&M  budget  execution.  The 
thesis  is  that  something  must  be  done  to  enable  Congress  i 
perform  its  budgetary  role  in  a  timely  manner  there!.)/ 
decreasing  execution  uncertainty. 

The  consequences  of  not  resolving  this  problem  are 
significant.  Less  than  optimum  financial  decisions  and 
higher  costs  will  result.  This  is  a  situation  that  cannot  be 
tolerated  as  future  DOD  budgets  are  not  anticipated  to 
contain  significant  real  growth  (2:36). 

Ob j ec t i ve  of  th e  Stud y 

The  objective  of  this  study  is  to  provide  a  brief  history 
of  biennial  budgeting;  a  synopsis  of  biennial  budgeting 
alternatives ;  biennial  budgeting  pros  and  cons;  and  impacts 
on  the  DOD 1 s  Planning,  Programming,  and  Budgeting  System 
( PPBS )  from  an  O&M  perspective.  Finally,  recommendations 
will  be  presented. 


TABLE  1 


Deadline 


Action  to  be  completed 


15th  day  after 
Congress  convenes 

March  15 


April  1 


April  15 


President  submits  his  budget,  along 
with  current  services  estimates. 

Committees  submit  views  and  estimates 
to  Budget  committees. 

Congressional  Budget  Office  (CBO) 
submits  report  to  Budget  committees . 

Budget  committees  report  first  con¬ 
current  resolution  on  the  budget  to 
their  Houses. 


May  15 


May  1 5 


September 
7th  day  after 
Labor  Day 

September  15 


September  25 


Committees  report  bills  authorizing 
new  budget  authority. 

Congress  adopts  first  concurrent 
resolution  on  the  budget. 

Congress  completes  action  on  bills 
providing  budget  authority  and 
spending  authority. 

Congress  completes  action  on  second 
required  concurrent  resolution 
on  the  budget. 

Congress  completes  action  on 
reconciliation  process  implementing 
second  concurrent  resolution. 


October  1 


Fiscal  year  begins. 


Source:  Department  of  the  Air  Force,  Directorate  of  Cost  and 
Management  Analysis,  The  Air  Force  Budget  Fiscal  Year  1986 
(Washington  DC),  Table  A-l,  pp.  A-l. 


TABLE  2 


DATES  OF  ENACTMENT 

DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE  APPROPRIATION  ACTS 
FY  1977  -  FY  1986 


Fiscal  Year 


Effective  Date 


Public  Law 
Designation 


Fiscal  Year  changed  to  1  October  -  30  September  vice 
1  July  -  30  June. 


Sources : 

1.  Department  of  the  Air  Force,  Directorate  of  Cost  and 
Management  Analysis,  The  Air  Force  Budget  Fiscal  Year  1986 
(Washington  DC),  Table  A-2,  pp.  A-2. 

2.  Mr  David  Roberts,  Budget  Analyst,  Headquarters  USAF, 
Directorate  of  Budget  (19:  — ). 


Chapter  Two 


BIENNIAL  BUDGET  BACKGROUND  AND  CURRENT 
CONGRESSIONAL  PROPOSALS 


The  State  Experience 

Biennial  budgeting  to  date  has  been  a  state  phenomenon 
and  is  currently  used  by  21  states  (10:3).  The  General 
Accounting  Office  (GAO)  has  studied  state  biennial  budgeting 
in  depth  for  the  Congress  as  it  is  currently  practiced  in 
Florida,  Ohio,  and  Wisconsin  (13:  — ).  With  minor  exceptions, 
all  three  states  use  similar  schedules,  legislative  oversight 
philosophies,  and  budget  adjustment  mechanisms. 

Key  dates  and  events  in  the  Florida,  Ohio,  and  Wisconsin 
biennial  budget  process  are  highlighted  (13:4). 

--  Each  state's  fiscal  year  runs  from  1  July  througli 
30  June. 


--  Budget  formulation  starts  12  months  prior  to  the  start 
of  the  fiscal  year  (June  or  July  of  each  even-numbered  year) 
with  the  issuance  of  the  budget  call  or  preparation 
instructions . 

-™  State  agencies  submit  their  budget  requests  to  their 
state  budget  office  no  later  than  October  or  November  of  each 
even-numbered  year. 

--  Each  governor  submits  his  budget  request  consisting  of 
two  one-year  appropriations  to  the  state  legislature  in 
January  or  February  of  each  odd-numbered  year. 

--  All  legislative  budget  deliberations  are  completed  by 
30  June  of  each  odd-numbered  year. 

--  The  new  biennium  starts  1  July  of  each  odd-numbered 
year . 


Legislative  oversight  philosophies  for  these  states  a.:-.: 
just  as  consistent  as  their  schedules.  Oversight 
conducted  during  the  entire  biennium.  During  the  bud-;,  at 
year,  oversight  is  focused  on  hearings  and  agency  perform1 
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reviews.  More  time  consuming  activities  such  as  studies  and 
reports  are  conducted  during  off-budget  years  (13:8,9). 

Budget  adjustment  mechanisms  for  these  states  are 
primarily  limited  to  transfers  between  accounts  or  agencies 
(13:6-8).  In  essence,  they  operate  exactly  like  a  base  or 
command  financial  management  board  with  a  fixed  amount,  of 
resources  trying  to  ensure  that  they  are  properly  distributed 
to  solve  the  most  critical  problems. 

States  such  as  Florida,  Ohio,  and  Wisconsin  have  shown 
that  biennial  budgeting  can  work  in  a  timely  and  effective 
manner . 

Current  Congressional  Proposals 


Four  biennial  budgeting  bills  were  introduced  duriny  the 
98th  Congress.  Sponsors  of  these  bills  were:  Representative 
Panetta,  Senator  Cochran,  Senators  Quay le  and  Ford,  and 
Senator  Roth.  The  primary  motive  for  each  bill  was  to 
establish  a  budgetary  process  that  provides  increased  time 
for  congressional  oversight  and  budget  action  (10:5).  A 
synopsis  of  each  proposal  follows. 

Representative  Panetta--H  .  R .  7J50  .  This  proposal  provides 
for  two-year  budget  authorizations  and  appropriations.  It 
also  provides  for  the  establishment  of  a  one-year 
congressional  oversight  period  to  be  followed  in  the  second 
year  by  review  of  the  President's  budget  submission.  This 
proposal  provides  Congress  an  additional  three  to  five  months 
to  complete  its  budget  reviews  compared  to  its  current 
schedu  Le  (10:5). 

Senator  Cochran  -  S.  922.  The  key  feature  of  this 
proposal  is  that  it  would  provide  for  a  two-year 
authorization.  Annual  app r op r i a t i o ti s  would  be  retained 
(10:11). 


Senators  Quayle  and  Ford  -  S.  12.  This  proposal 
establishes  a  unique  two-year  budget  cycle?  authorizations 
would  be  approved  in  even-numbered  years  and  appropriations 
would  be  approved  in  odd-numbered  years.  Congressional 
oversight  would  be  conducted  throughout  the  biennium 
(10: 6; 3:--). 

Senator  Roth  -  S.  20.  This  proposal  provides  for 
two-year  budget  authorizations  and  appropriations.  This 
proposal  requires  cony  res s  ionn 1  review  of  the  President's 
budget  submission  during  the  first  year  of  each  Congress  and 
leaves  the  second  year  for  oversight.  This  proposal  would 
also  change  the  start  of  the  fiscal  year  from  1  October  to 
1  January  (10:6) . 


99th  Congress  -  Biennial  Budget  Actions 


The  FY  1986  Defense  Authorization  Act  directed  that  the 
fiscal  year  1988  DOD  budget  submission  cover  the  1988/89 
biennium.  No  congressional  direction  was  provided  as  to  a 
specific  biennial  budget  option  that  should  be  used;  DOD  has 
the  option  (4:168).  Initial  direction  from  the  DOD 
Comptroller's  Office  (OASD(C))  is  to  show  two  separate  fiscal 
years;  a  budget  year  ( FY  1988),  and  a  budget  year  plus  one 
(FY  1989)  (20:--).  Current  indications  are  that  the 
Appropriations  Committees  prefer  to  continue  annual 
appropriations  and  will  not  move  to  adopt  biennial  budgeting 
in  the  immediate  future  (1:44).  This  would  be  the  same 
approach  as  proposed  by  Senator  Cochran. 

Subsequent  to  the  FY  1986  Defense  Authorization  Act,  the 
Senate  Armed  Services  Committee  issued  its  staff  report. 
Defense  Organization:  The  Need  for  Change .  This  reporL 
supports  implementation  of:  biennial  budgeting  as  a  part  of  a 
series  of  DOD  and  congressional  changes.  No  recommendations 
were  made  as  to  which  specific  biennial  budget  option  should 
be  selected  (5:607,611). 

With  a  basic  understanding  of  the  state  biennial 
budgeting  process  and  current  biennial  budgeting  proposals, 
the  next  chapter  will  discuss  the  pros  and  cons  of  biennial 
budgeting . 
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Chapter  Three 


PROS  AND  CONS  OF  BIENNIAL  BUDGETING 


A  change  to  biennial  budgeting  would  have  both  positive 
and  negative  features,  pros  and  cons,  that  must  be  identified 
as  a  part  of  the  decision  naking  process.  All  of  the  pros 
and  cons  identified  beLow  apply  to  the  OkM  appropriation 
while  many  are  also  relevant  to  other  appropr  iat  ions .  The 
following  sections  analyze  biennial  budgeting  pros  and  cons 
in  depth. 

Pros 

All  biennial  budget  proposals  would  provide  Congress  more 
time  to  consider  and  review  budget  issues.  As  shown  in  Table 
2,  Congress  recently  has  been  unable  to  approve  DOD 
appropriation  acts  prior  to  the  start  of  the  fiscal  year. 
This  situation  frustrates  the  Congress  as  well  as  the 
Services.  The  recent  Senate  Armed  Services  Committee  (SASC) 
Staff  Report,  Defense  Organization:  The  Need  for  Change, 
discussed  this  problem  and  concluded  that 

Congress  is  trying  to  fit  too  many  activities  into 
too  little  time.  Any  delay  in  one  step  creates  a 
domino  effect  later  in  the  year.  The  budget 
resolution  is  taking  Longer  to  adopt  ....  This 
delays  consideration  of  the  authorization  bill  which 
in  turn  delays  consideration  of  appropriations  bills 
and  forces  Congress  to  resort  to  continuing 
resolutions  for  spending  measures  ....  Congress 
faiLs  to  meet  its  dead!  ines  because  it  has  too  much 
to  do,  and  the  newcomer  in  the  system--the  budget 
process  —  is  increasingly  taking  too  much  of  the 
precious  legislative  time  of  Congress  (5:580,581). 

Under  a  biennial  budget  process,  Congress  would  be  able 
to  conduct  a  more  logical  and  systematic  review  of  all 
legislation  as  well  as  budget  legislation. 

The  increased  number  of  eong r e s s  io an l  committees  and 
suDCommittoes  has  created  workload  scheduling  problems.  The 
Senate’s  Temporary  Select  Committee  on  Committees  discussed 
this  problem:  ".  .  .  When  senators  acquire  additional 
committee  and  subcommittee  commitments.  it  becomes 


increasingly  difficult  for  them  to  attend  all  of  the  meetings 
scheduled  for  each  of  their  panels  (5:579)."  Two-year  or 
biennial  budgeting  would  relieve  this  problem  by  providing 
more  time  for  committee  meetings,  thereby  creating  a  more 
balanced  workload  and  hearing  schedule. 

Another  workload  scheduling  problem  is  finding  time  for 
members  to  conduct  policy  oversight  and  review  of  management 
issues.  Representative  Panetta's  and  Senator  Roth's  biennial 
budgeting  proposals  would  provide  an  off  year  when  there 
would  be  time  to  conduct  hearings  and/or  orientation  visits. 
Today  this  is  difficult  to  accomplish  when  the  Congress 
continually  postpones  adjournments  to  complete  its 
legislative  agenda.  Today's  orientation  and  fact-finding 
trips  are  primarily  conducted  by  professional  staff  members 
or  the  House  Appropriations  Committee  (HAC)  Surveys  and 
Investigations  personnel,  not  the  member.  This  does  not  have 
the  same  impact  that  in-person  member  trips  do;  information 
provided  second-hand  to  the  member  does  not  properly  tell  the 
O&M  story  (22:  —  ). 

When  Congress  does  not  pass  appropriation  legislation 
prior  to  the  start  of  a  fiscal  year,  it  passes  a  CRA  to 
finance  the  agencies'  operations  until  it  can  pass  an 
appropriations  bill  (7:42).  CRAs  are  usually  equal  to  the 
last  year's  funding  level  which  is  generally  less  than  will 
Vie  appropriated.  New  program  starts  or  funding  of 
contentious  programs  (programs  where  there  is  a  possibility 
Congress  will  disapprove  funding)  are  not  allowed  and  are 
placed  on  hold.  Here  again,  by  providing  more  time  for 
Congress  to  review  and  approve  appropriating  legislation, 
biennial  budgeting  can,  hopefully,  eliminate  the  recurring 
reliance  on  CRAs  to  finance  DOD  activities. 


The  author  believes  that  biennial  budgeting  would  reduce 
DOD  and  Service  appearances  before  the  Congress  as  well  as 
eliminating  the  need  for  significant  amounts  of  justification 
materials  provided  to  the  Congress.  To  support  FY  1986  Air 
Force  O&M  funding  requests,  a  621-page  justification  book  was 
sent  to  the  Congress  (17:--).  Substantial  additional 
justification  data  was  also  provided  to  the  Congress  in  the 
form  of  speeches,  responses  to  requests  for  information,  and 
inserts  for  the  record.  Preparation  of  this  data  takes  many 
months  by  all  Air  Staff  budget  analysts.  This  data  would 
only  be  required  every  other  year  under  biennial  budgeting. 
The  time  freed-up  would  be  available  for  execution  analysis 
or  other  previously  deferred  tasks. 

Biennial  budgeting  would  provide  increased  funding 
stability  for  the  Services  by  authorizing  and  appropriating 
funds  for  two  years  vice  the  current  one-year  period. 
Resource  managers  would  benefit  by  having  a  two-year  program 
thereby  enabling  them  to  plan  and  execute  accordingly. 


First,  the  longer  two-year  contract  period  would  save  O&M 
funds  because  vendors  would  be  able  to  submit  lower  bids 
based  on  the  longer  contract  period. 

Secondly,  the  seasonal  aspects  of  the  bona  fide  need  rule 
for  facility  projects  would  be  simplified  and  potential  R.S. 
3679  (Anti-Deficiency  Act)  violations  would  be  reduced.  The 
bona  fide  need  rule  as  applied  to  facility  projects  requires 
that  a  contractor  actually  start  work  on  a  facility  project 
within  90  days  after  the  close  of  a  fiscal  year  for  the 
project  to  be  obligated  against  the  fiscal  year  in  which  the 
contract  is  awarded.  If  the  contractor  cannot  start  work  on 
the  project  prior  to  1  January,  then  the  facility  project  is 
to  be  funded  from  the  next  year's  funds  (14:  — ).  If  biennial 
budgeting  were  implemented,  there  would  be  a  two-year  period 
during  which  facility  projects  could  be  awarded;  there  would 
be  less  pressure  to  spend  money  quickly  prior  to  year  end  and 
consequently  more  orderly  execution  would  result. 

The  final  execution  benefit  would  be  better  utilization 
of  available  O&M  funding.  Obligations  would  be  more  "solid"; 
that  is,  they  would  either  be  already  paid  or  based  on  actual 
vendor  contracts  by  the  end  of  the  biennium.  This  would 
decrease  prior  year  deobligations  or  "fallout"  and  thereby 
keep  prior  year  unobligated  balances  low  (21: — ). 

Cons 


Biennial  budgeting  has  several  negative  aspects  that  must 
be  considered.  Implementation  of  biennial  budgeting  would 
reduce  the  level  of  short-term  congressional  budgetary 
control.  Annual  authorization  and  appropriation  provides 
Congress  a  means  to  stay  abreast  of  the  DOD  budget.  The  SASC 
staff  report  on  defense  organization  highlighted  this  point: 
"The  intent  of  annual  authorizations  requirements  was  to 
reduce  the  area  of  discretionary  power  of  the  Office  of  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  (OSD)  and  to  strengthen  legislative 
control  of  programs  (5:576)."  It  will  be  difficult  for 
Congress  to  discontinue  their  annual  review  of  DOD  budgets. 

Biennial  budgeting  would  provide  time  for  Congress  to 
conduct  policy  oversight  and  review  management  issues  (see 
Pros).  There  is  a  potential  for  congressional  abuse  which 
could  result  in  increased  micromanagement.  Congress 
currently  engages  in  significant  micromanagement  of  DOD 
programs  (5:591-593)  and  they  might  not  be  able  to  change 
their  ways. 

Reliability  of  budget  estimates  under  biennial  budgeting 
would  be  reduced.  The  more  time  between  preparation  of  a 
budget  estimate  and  actual  budget  execution,  the  greater  the 
likelihood  of  error.  The  result  could  be  two  years  of 
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funding  problems  for  a  program  rather  than  one  year  as  is 
currently  the  case. 


Congressional  and  presidential  ability  to  react  to 
changing  priorities  or  world  situations  would  be  decreased 
under  biennial  budgeting.  OiM  funding  is  inflexible  in  the 
short-run  (during  execution).  This  is  because  85  percent  of 
all  9&M  expenses  are  fixed  or  fund  "must-pay"  bills  such  as 
civilian  pay,  utilities,  or  flying  hour  support  (11:10).  By 
changing  from  annual  to  biennial  appropriations,  the  Services 
become  more  committed  or  "locked-in"  to  programs  and  funding 
levels,  thereby  making  it  more  difficult  to  react  to  economic 
or  political  changes. 

Biennial  budgeting  could  increase  the  requirement  for 
supplemental  appropriations  and  reprogrammings  . 
S upp 1 ementa l s  and  reprogrammings  would  become  the  relief 
valve  for  the  bad  budget  estimates  and  changed  political 
and/or  economic  conditions  mentioned  in  the  preceding 
paragraphs.  Increased  transfer  authority  would  be  needed  by 
DOI)  to  support  a  higher  number  of  reprogrammings. 

If  biennial  budgeting  is  implemented,  the  DOD-Compt rol ler 
(ASD(C))  will  most  likely  implement  a  mid -bi enni um  formal 
review.  Such  a  review  would  be  similar  to  the  formal  budget 
revisions  required  by  some  MAJCOMs  in  the  early  1970s. 
Combining  a  rnid-biennium  formal  review  with  the  demands  of 
preparing  and  justifying  an  increased  number  of  supplemental 
and  reprogramming  requests  will  significantly  increase 
OASb(C)  and  Air  Force  Budget  workloads  without  additional 
staff  (15:--). 

The  newest  problem  for  biennial  budgeting  is  the  recently 
••n acted  Grainm-Rudinan -Ho  1 1  i ngs  Balanced  Budget  Amendment. 
This  law  requires  annual  analyses  of  the  FY  1987  through  IV 
1991  President's  Budgets  to  see  if  the  budgets  meet  the 
i  :gi slated  deficit  targets  (12:  — ).  If  the  entire  federal 
;  o  v  o  r  n  <n  e  n  t  goes  to  biennial  b  u  d  g  e  t  s  ,  t  h  <:• 
a  a  .i  t-Ru'Liian-Hol  i  i  ngs  annual  deficit  targets  can  be  eusiLy 
■  inverted  to  biennial  targets.  if  only  DOD  were  to  implement 
biennial  budgeting,  DOD  would  be  the  only  federal  agency  not: 
c onsistent  with  the  annual  provisions  of 
'Irumm-Rudinan-liol  1  ings .  This  could  cause  problems.  The  next 
chapter  discusses  changes  that  would  be  required  to  the  DOD 1 s 
Planning,  Programming,  Budgeting  System  (PPBS)  to  implement 
biennial  budgeting. 


Chapter  Four 


BIENNIAL  BUDGETING  IMPACTS  ON  THE  PLANNING,  PROGRAMMING, 
AND  BUDGETING  SYSTEM  (PPBS) 


The  DOD  PPBS  is  a  flexible,  durable  budget  formulation 
and  resource  management  system.  PPBS  was  implemented  within 
the  DOD  by  Secretary  of  Defense  Robert  McNamara  in  1961. 
This  system,  while  having  been  modified  many  times  since  Its 
inception,  is  still  extremely  effective  (5:483-486). 
Implementation  of  biennial  budgeting  can  be  easily 
accommodated  within  the  PPBS.  The  following  paragraphs 
identify  the  changes  that  would  be  required  to  implement  o&M 
biennial  budgeting. 


Budget  Formulation 


The  most  visible  PPBS  change  required  by  biennial 
budgeting  would  be  to  modify  congressional  o&M  justification 
books  to  include  an  additional  year  of  data.  Current  O&M 
justification  books  explain  program  and  pricing  changes  from 
the  just  completed  prior  fiscal  year  to  the  current  execution 
year,  and  then  to  the  next  year  or  budget  year.  Under  most 
of  the  biennial  budgeting  proposals,  the  budget  year  would  be 
simply  changed  to  a  biennium.  Senator  Cochran’s  biennial 
budgeting  proposal  would  provide  a  two-year  authorization  but 
retain  annual  appropriations  and  would  consequently  require  a 
slightly  different  adjustment.  Explanations  would  be 
provided  for  changes  from  the  current  year  to  the  budget  year 
as  is  currently  done  and  then  again  from  the  budget  year  to 
the  budget  year  plus  one.  Format  headings  would  look  as 
fol lows : 


-  Current 

Prior  Fiscal  Year  Current  Year  Budget  Year 
1985  1986  '  1987 

-  Two-Year  Biennium 

Prior  Fiscal  Year  Current  Year  Budget  Biennium 
'  1985"  "  1986  1987-8  ' 


Senator  Cochran 


Prior  Fiscal  Year  Current  Year  Budget  Year  Budget  Yr^jtl 
1985  1986  1987  1988 

dither  option  is  do-able  although  selection  of  Senator 
Cochran's  proposal  would  add  significantly  to  the  length  of 
the  justification  materials  as  well  as  requiring  more 
preparation  time.  Command  financial  plan  and  operating 
budget  submissions  to  the  Air  Staff  would  be  changed 
accordingly  (9:52-68). 

Minor  changes  would  be  required  to  the  Air  Staff's  Force 
and  Financial  Plan  (F&FP)  computer  data  base  to  implement 
biennial  budgeting.  Computer  programs  and  lookup  tables 
wot.;  l  1  need  modification  to  change  from  fiscal  years  to  fiscal 
bienniums.  Inflation  calculation  programs  would  also  have  to 
be  modified.  These  changes  can  be  easily  made  (16: — ). 

Biennial  budgeting  would  require  a  modification  of  the 
stabilized  pricing  policy  used  by  the  Air  Force  Stock  (AFSF) 
and  Industrial  Funds  ( AF IF) .  Price  stabilization  factors 
(rates)  are  established  during  preparation  of  the  DOD 
President's  Budget  and  are  provided  by  the  AFSF  and  AFIF  to 
thei..  customers,  such  as  the  O&M  appropriation,  for  use  in 
developing  their  own  budgets.  Prices  are  currently  only  set 
or  stabilized  one  year  into  the  future.  Biennial  budgeting 
would  require  stabilization  of  prices  for  a  second  year 
(21:  —  ) . 

Fxeout  ion 


Biennial  budgeting  would  require  one  significant  change 
to  the  Accounting  System  for  Operations  which  is  used  to 
*.  -  ;  nml  for  all  O&M  execution  transactions;  the  accounting 
per i od  would  have  to  be  changed  from  12  months  to  24  months, 
dci  rently,  there  is  both  a  fiscal  year  and  a  program  yea; 
descriptor  used  in  the  accounting  system  (16: — ).  The  author 
proposes  that  only  a  program  year  code  be  used  to  designate 
ne  fiscal  biennium.  Program  year  would  be  defined  as  the 
year  in  which  Congress  authorizes  and  appropriates  the  funds. 
This  would  get  people  away  from  using  the  term  fiscal  year, 
which  would  no  longer  exist  and  would  also  save  computer  file 
space  ( 16 : -- ) . 


Related  to  the  above  change  would  be  a  one-time  mas;; 
update  of  all  financial  regulations  and  manuals  to  reflect 
the  change  to  a  two-year  biennium  vice  annual  appropriations. 

Biennial  budgeting  would  necessitate  a  formal  mid-term 
u!  ion  review  with  OASD(C)  (18:  —  ).  Such  a  move  would  ado 
b,  current  efforts  to  place  more  emphasis  on  budget  execution 
possibly  tj  the  extent  of  creating  a  "PPBES"  with  F  equal  ling 


execution.  PPBS  has  often  been  criticized  as  being  a  forward 
looking  system  focusing  on  preparing  future  budgets 
(5:505,506).  Emphasizing  execution  oversight  would  increase 
congressional  and  taxpayer  confidence  that  Air  Force  0<*M 
funding  is  being  prudently  spent.  The  next  chapter  will 
discuss  whether  o&M  oiennial  budgeting  will  work. 


Chapter  Five 


WILL  O&M  BIENNIAL  BUDGETING  WORK? 


ir.-i  i  ay  s 

The  Congress’  inability  to  meet  tVieir  own  budget  review 
schedules  has  readied  the  point  where  changes  are  requ  Lred  to 
r e  store  d  i  s  <:  i  p  I  i  n  e  and  stability  to  the  b  u  d  get  pr  o  cess  . 
C. myress  ii.se!  f  is  proposing  ehanges  to  improve  the 
situation:  the  G  r  a  mm  -  Rudina  n  -llo  1  1  i  ng  s  Balanced  Budget 

Amendment ;  the  Senate  Armed  Services  Committee  Staff  Report, 
Defense  R  e  o  r  g  a  nizab iorn  The  Need  for  Change,  includes 
r eeommenda t ions  for  congressional  change  as  well  as  DOD 
changes ;  and  the  FY  1986  DOD  Authorization  Act  directed 
submission  of  a  biennial  budget  for  fiscal  years  1988  and 
’989.  The  question  is  will  O&M  biennial  budgeting  really 
wart?  If  so,  which  proposal  would  be  best  for  O&M? 

To  answer  the  above  questions,  it  is  necessary  to  return 
c  i  file  pros  and  cons  of  biennial  budgeting.  They  can  bo 
■i.,lyzed  from  two  perspectives;  from  the  congressional  point 
of  view  and  the  O&M  point  of  view. 

Cwigiess  gains  much  from  biennial  bu  lge!:  ing.  Tangible 
i  ivuntages  include:  more  time  for  budget  review,  increased 

1  i  .  ■  for  c  ingress  ion  a  1  oversight,  improved  committee 
;•  •  .<:  i  Long,  r  educed  use  of  CRAs,  and  Congress  would  have  mote 

•  I'm-  for  non  -budget  matter:;.  Congress  would  also  benefit 
in* augLbly  by  increased  public  support  by  meeting  its  budget 

■  .adn  le  . 

Negative  factors  from  the  congressional  per spec  t  i  ve 

■  1 1  •  I  ,  j  d  e :  reduced  short-term  budget  a  r y  control,  :h  e 

■  .)  s  s  i.  hi  li  ty  o  f  less  reliable  budget  est  i  mates,  a  reduced 
ability  t  o  react  co  changing  political  and/or  economic 
i  ond i t ions  . 

From  tee  .  engross  Lain  l  per  sped  ive,  t  he  advantages  may 
-  irweigh  the  disadvantages.  Congress  loses  some  short-term 
:  lexioility  but  gains  time  to  accomplish  both  budget  and 

•  .on-budget  i  ssues  . 

ovM  would  a  l  so.  benefit  fro  n  i  i  mini  i  )  budge  .  i  no  .  ties 
i  riii  le  :  knowing  fuiui  um  levels  p  r  i«  >r  to  the  atari  of  tin: 

i  t  o!  >«.•  r  i  >.!<  1 ,  red  used  use  of  CRAs,  i  •.  iiio:  .  <  >po  i;.i !  o.<j  .*ost  s  , 


reduced  prior  year  deobligations,  reduced  bona  fide  need  rule 
problems,  and  reduced  appearances  before  Congress. 

Negative  factors  for  O&M  include:  reduced  reliability  of 
budget  estimates,  reduced  ability  to  react  to  political 
and/or  economic  conditions,  a  probable  increase  in  the  use  of 
supplemental  appropriations  and  reprogramming  requests,  and  a 
likely  OASD{C)  mid-biennium  formal  review. 

Here  again  the  benefits  of  biennial  budgeting  appear  to 
outweigh  the  disadvantages.  The  cons  can  all  be  lived  with 
if  an  increased  number  of  supplemental  appropriations  and 
reprogramming  requests  are  permitted. 

On  balance,  biennial  budgeting  benefits  both  Congress  and 
the  O&M  appropriation.  The  remaining  question  is  which 
biennial  budget  proposal  would  be  best  for  O&M? 

The  author  believes  the  least  effective  option  is  Senator 
Cochran's.  It  is  really  a  halfway  proposal  providing  a 
two-year  authorization,  but  retaining  annual  appropriations. 
This  proposal  would  require  significant  annual  actions  and 
investment  of  time  by  both  Congress  and  the  DOD. 

The  next  most  ineffective  option,  in  the  author's 
opinion,  belongs  to  Senators  Quayle  and  Ford.  They  propose 
having  two-year  authorizations  and  appropriations,  but  in 
alternating  years.  This  proposal  also  requires  significant 
annual  actions  and  investment  of  time  by  both  Congress  and 
the  DOD. 

Representative  Panetta's  proposal  and  Senator  Roth's 
proposal  are  both  very  similar.  They  both  propose  two-year 
authorizations  and  appropriations  as  well  as  setting  aside  an 
off-budget  year  for  oversight.  There  are  two  differences  in 
the  proposals.  First,  which  year  oversight  versus  budget 
action  takes  place;  the  first  year  or  the  second  year.  And, 
secondly,  a  change  in  the  start  of  the  fiscal  year.  The 
author  favors  Senator  Roth's  proposal  because  it  calls  for 
budgeting  to  occur  in  the  first  year  and  for  oversight  to 
follow  in  the  second  year.  Representative  Panetta's  proposal 
would  place  all  congressional  budget  decisions  into  an 
election  year,  which  would  promote  inaction  and  avoidance  of 
tough  decisions. 

Conclu sions 

Implementation  of  biennial  budgeting  will  improve  O&M 
budget  execution  by  enabling  the  Congress  to  perform  its 
budgetary  role  in  a  timely  manner.  The  Armed  Services 
Committees  have  recognized  this  potential  and  have  taken  an 
initial  step  by  requiring  DOD  to  submit  a  biennial  budget  for 
fiscal  years  1988  and  1909  (authorization  only).  However, 


lint  il  (Mii'jn.1:-.:;  adopts  biennial  app  r  opr  i  a  t  i  <  >ns  ,  -ill  i.:,- 

b'Mief  its  offered  by  biennial  budgeting  wll  L  not  1  ,e  obt.a  i  and  . 

Recommendations 

In  the  short  run,  the  Deputy  Director  of  Budget  for 
Operations  (AF/ac'BQ)  must  ensure  that  the  Directorate  of 
Budget  representative  to  any  OASD  ( C ) /tri-service  meet  in-jo  to 
establish  ground  rules  and  procedures  for  preparing  the 
fiscal  year  1.988  and  1989  biennial  budget  is  knowledgeable  of 
t  h  e  0  &  M  position.  Specific  areas  of  concern  include.- 
blennial  budgeting  pros  and  cons,  impact  on  the  PPBS,  and 
which  biennial  budget  proposaL  would  be  best  for  j&M. 

In  the  long  term,  AF/ACBO  should  seek  implementation  of 
Senator  Roth's  biennial  budget  proposal.  This  option  best 
tn  i  .nizos  biennial  budgeting  benefits  of  all  the  prcgosu  l  r 
currently  under  consideration. 
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